Open Session Minutes
July 22, 2021

STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE (SADC)
REGULAR MEETING

REMOTE MEETING DUE TO CORONAVIRUS
EMERGENCY

July 22, 2021
Mr. Denis Germano, Vice Chairman, called the meeting to order at 9:03 am.

Ms. Payne read the notice stating that the meeting was being held in compliance with the
Open Public Meetings Act, N.J.S.A. 10:4-6, et seq.

Roll call indicated the following:

Members Present

Martin Bullock

Scott Ellis

Gina Fischetti

Denis Germano, Vice Chairman
Cecile Murphy

Brian Schilling

James Waltman

Roger Kumpel, Alternate Farmer Member
Julie Kraus

Richard Norz

Members Absent
Pete Johnson
Chairman Fisher

Susan E. Payne, Executive Director
Jason Stypinski, Esq., Deputy Attorney General

Minutes

SADC Regular Meeting of June 24, 2021 (Open Session)

It was moved by Mr. Kumpel and seconded by Ms. Fischetti to approve the Open Session
minutes of the SADC reqular meeting of June 24, 2021. Mr. Bullock, Mr. Ellis, Ms. Krause,
and Mr. Schilling abstained from the vote. The motion was approved by the remaining
members.
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Report of the Chairman
There was no report of the Chairman, as Secretary Fisher was absent from the meeting.

Report of the Executive Director

Ms. Payne reminded the public that the SADC has changed how the public participates in its
monthly meetings. If a member of the public who attends the meeting by using Microsoft
Teams following the URL link would like the address the committee during the public portion
of the meeting, they can do so by “raising their hand” on the icon at the top of the screen.
Once all the members of the public who have “raised their hands” have spoken, the committee
will recognize any attendees who have called into the meeting by phone and wish to provide
public comment.

Ms. Payne stated that Chairman Fisher would be absent from the meeting today and is on
vacation.

Ms. Payne introduced the newest SADC member, Julie Krause, representing the Treasury
Department. Ms. Krause stated that she’s been with the state of New Jersey for 14 years and
worked in different positions throughout the state. Ms. Krause transferred to the Department
of Treasury from the Department of Environmental Protection two years ago. She stated that
she’s pleased to be a part of the SADC and looks forward to working with everyone and
becoming an active and contributing member of the SADC. Ms. Payne welcomed Ms. Krause
to the SADC.

Ms. Payne discussed the solar legislation and stated that the two bills that were the subject of
a tremendous amount of legislative activity in recent months have been signed into law by
the Governor. Staff emailed a summary of the bills to the SADC members and that summary
will be posted to the SADC website. During the development of these bills, one major
question was how much unpreserved farmland these projects could consume with solar
panels.

The first bill was the grid supply solar bill, S2605. That bill represents the new utility scale
solar legislation in New Jersey and supersedes prior legislation. . This bill represents a
broadening of what can be done on farmland from the prior utility scale solar law and tries to
balance the need for solar with the need to protect the state’s best soil agricultural resources.
The bill defines a grid solar project as a minimum of 5 megawatts. Approximately 5 acres of
solar panels equal one megawatt so this bill will apply to projects that are approximately 25
acres or larger.

Regarding farmland, the focus is on protecting the best farmland in the state and that is
represented by prime and statewide important soils within the Agricultural Development
Areas (ADAs). The bill allows the first 2.5% of the prime and statewide soils in the ADA to
be developed without a waiver from the Board of Public Utilities (BPU) and once the state
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hits the 2.5% mark, anything over that would require a waiver from BPU The bill goes on to
put an absolute cap on the loss of more than 5% of any individual counties’ prime and
statewide soil in their ADA.

After 5 years, the BPU will work with the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)
and the Secretary of Agriculture to evaluate how the program performed and what changes
are recommended going forward. The bill did not change the current farmland assessment
law related to solar, nor the limits applicable to preserved farmland.

Ms. Payne stated that the SADCs primary role under this new law is to be the authority on
the mapping of the ADAs and the calculation of the development of prime and statewide soils
in the ADAs. Farmland outside of ADAs are not limited for development and they could
potentially become a preferred alternative for development. It also does not put any caps on
soils within the ADA that are not classified as prime or statewide important to encourage
development on land that does not contain the state’s best soils. Once again, a re-evaluation
period will take place in the next 5 years.

Ms. Payne stated that the dual use bill, S3484, was designed to determine if solar development
can co-exist with agricultural production, rather than replace it. This bill is a new concept in
the United States and sets up a 3-to-5-year pilot program to test the viability of the dual use
concept. It caps the size of a dual use project to 10 megawatts, which is 50 to 100 acres and
caps the overall pilot project to 200 megawatts, so that’s between 1,000 to 2,000 acres.

The bill requires the land under the panels to be actively devoted to agriculture. It relies
heavily on the collaboration between the BPU and the Secretary of Agriculture so when it
comes to evaluating and approving projects, the Secretary has a central role, which allows
agriculture to be at the forefront as this technology.

The law authorizes a research study, which has been started by Rutgers University, and the
FY2022 budget included funding for this research. Rutgers intends to develop these dual use
pilot projects at different stations throughout the state and the idea is to test the viability as to
what kinds of crops they work best with. The bill prohibits a dual use project on prime and
statewide soils in the ADA, unless it’s one of the University’s research projects, and there is
no waiver provision for that. A last-minute addition to the bill makes dual use projects that
are approved by the BPU and the Secretary of Agriculture a “permitted use” in the
municipality, thereby overriding municipal zoning with respect to whether dual use is
considered permitted or not. This pilot period expires in 3 to 5 years, then there is a re-
evaluation period and then permanent rules will be adopted by the BPU.

Ms. Payne discussed revisiting the delegation of authority granted to the Executive Director
and Chairman for the duration of the COVID public health emergency. She reviewed the
resolution dated April 23, 2020, where the SADC delegated certain actions to the Executive



Open Session Minutes
July 22, 2021

Director and the Secretary, including certification of easement values
waiving/suspending/modifying SADC regulations, programmatic and contractual deadlines,
and the management of all active litigation cases. This delegation resolution is to remain in
effect until executive order (EO) 103 (the order under which the governor declared the public
health emergency) is terminated or the resolution is rescinded by the committee

On June 4, 2021, the governor declared an end to the public health emergency, but the “state
of emergency” remains in place. Under legislation enacted on that same date, EO 103 was
terminated, but other various COVID-related executive orders are to remain in effect until
January 1, 2022. Ms. Payne stated that her question for the committee is whether it wants to
rescind the delegation prior to that date. Further, she stated that if the committee would like
to continue delegation of any of those matters identified in the resolution beyond January 1,
2022, they could identify those matters for staff to prepare a resolution delegating those
matters on an on-going basis.

Mr. Schilling stated that all actions come before the committee at some point so there is no
topic that the committee does not have access to and stated that he is comfortable with
extending the delegation of authority while the committee is still meeting remotely or to
January 2022. Mr. Schilling asked if there were any determinations as to when the committee
would resume meeting in person. Ms. Payne stated that there is still a mask mandate in place
for the state conducting meetings in person which makes the meetings difficult to record.

Mr. Kumpel stated that the future is unknown with the different variants out there and stated
that he supports continuing with the delegation because it eliminates the need for executive
session, and the meetings have been done very well up to this point.

Mr. Norz agreed with Mr. Schilling and Mr. Kumpel that the delegation of authority should
run through the end of the year, but he stated that he believes it’s the committee’s
responsibility to review these items. Mr. Schilling agreed with Mr. Norz.

Ms. Fischetti asked if the provision in the April 2020 SADC resolution, which references the
SADC’s ability to “waive/suspend, modify SADC regulations in accordance with EO 103"
is still in effect in light of EO 103 being repealed. Ms. Payne stated that no action was taken
during COVID to waive, suspend or modify regulations as it’s a substantial process and there
was no need for it to date. Mr. Smith stated that he will look into this and get back to Ms.
Fischetti with more detail.

Mr. Germano stated that the essence of the commentary is the status quo is to remain the
same until 2022. Ms. Payne stated that this topic will be addressed again at the December
meeting to determine the committee’s preferences beyond January of 2022..
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Public Comment

Ms. Payne stated that staff received a letter dated July 9, 2021, from Anthony Sposaro, Esqg.
on behalf of his client, Hunter Farms, requesting to be placed on the July 22nd SADC agenda
for consideration of approval of additional horse shows for the 2021 year. The request was
not received in time to be properly prepared for the July 22nd SADC meeting; therefore, a
special meeting will be held in the first two weeks of August to hear and decide the matter.
Mr. Germano asked if the township and property owners will get notice of this meeting. Ms.
Payne stated that they will be notified accordingly.

New Business
A. Reorganization

1. Election of Vice Chairman

It was moved by Mr. Schilling and seconded by Mr. Kumpel to elect Mr. Germano as the
Vice Chairman of the SADC. Mr. Norz motioned to close the nominations and Mr. Bullock
seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously approved.

2. July 2021 to July 2022 Meeting Dates

It was moved by Mr. Kumpel and seconded by Mr. Waltman to approve the July 2021 to July
2022 SADC Meeting dates. The motion was unanimously approved.

B. Stewardship

Mr. Willmott referred the committee to a draft resolution approving the division of a 195-
acre farm owned by Theodore Miller into two resulting parcels, one containing 84 acres
and the other 111 acres. The purpose of the division is to sell a portion of the property to
Kirby Mitchell, a lifelong farmer, and his wife in order for them to own land that will be
used to expand the existing Mitchell family farm. He reviewed the specifics of the request
with the committee and stated that staff recommendation is to grant final approval.

It was moved by Mr. Norz and seconded by Mr. Bullock to approve Resolution
FY2022R7(1) granting approval to the following application, as presented, subject to any
conditions of said resolution.

1. Theodore Miller, FY2021R6(2), Block 40, Lot 14, and Block 41, Lots 1 & 4,
Pilesgrove Township, Salem County, 195.67 acres.

A roll call vote was taken. The motion was unanimously approved. A copy of Resolution
FY2022R7(1) is attached to and a part of these minutes.

C. Resolutions: Final Approval — County PIG Program
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Ms. Miller referred the committee to two requests for final approval under the County PIG
Program. She reviewed the specifics of the request with the committee and stated that staff
recommendation is to grant final approval.

It was moved by Mr. Waltman and seconded by Mr. Kumpel to approve Resolutions
FY2022R7(2) and FY2022R7(3), granting approval to the following applications under the
County PIG Program, as presented, subject to any conditions of said resolution.

1. Ralph and Dianna Anema, SADC ID#21-0611-PG, FY2022R7(2), Block 66,
Lot 1, Washington Township, Warren County, 128.06 acres.

2. Dale and Donald Smith, SADC ID#17-0224-PG, FY2022R7(3), Block 36, Lot
17 and Block 38, Lot 1, Alloway Township, Salem County, 78.6 acres.

A roll call vote was taken. The motion was unanimously approved. A copy of Resolutions
FY2022R7(2) and FY2022R7(3), is attached to and a part of these minutes.

D. Resolutions: Preliminary Approval — Direct Easement Program

Ms. Miller referred the committee to four requests for preliminary approval under the
Direct Easement Program. The Direct Easement program requires committee approval for
applications that meet the farm acreage and quality score for “alternate” or “other” farms.
She reviewed the specifics of the requests with the committee and stated that staff
recommendation is to grant preliminary approval.

It was moved by Mr. Kumpel and seconded by Ms. Fischetti to approve Resolutions
FY2022R7(4), FY2022R7(5), FY2022R7(6), and FY2022R7(7), granting preliminary
approval to the following applications under the Direct Easement Program, as presented,
subject to any conditions of said resolution.

1. Gerald and Carolyn Sleeter, SADC ID#04-0013-DE, FY2022R7(4), Block
20201, Lot 3, Gloucester Township, Camden County, 40.4 net easement acres.

2. Joseph and Josephine Martinelli, SADC ID#01-0045-DE, FY2022R7(5),
Block 4802, Lots 12, 13, & 14, Hammonton Township, Atlantic County, 55.4
gross acres.

3. Dan and Dana Ott, SADC ID#17-0358-DE, FY2022R7(6), Block 14, Lots 3
& 5, Pilesgrove Township, Salem County, 71.2 gross acres._

Mr. Norz stated his concern for the exception area located in the middle of the
parcel and the absence of an existing roadway to the location. Mr. Waltman
agreed with the concern. Ms. Miller noted the SADC’s policy regarding access
to a non-severable exception does require location approval by SADC staff
and further discussions take place with the applicant during the acquisition

process.
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4. Charles Wible, SADC ID#17-0360-DE, FY2022R7(7), Block 33, Lot 14,
Lower Alloways Creek Township, Salem County, 73.7 gross acres.

A roll call vote was taken. The motion was unanimously approved. A copy of Resolutions
FY2021R7(4) through FY2021R7(7) is attached to and a part of these minutes.

Public Comment
There was no public comment.

TIME AND PLACE OF NEXT MEETING
SADC Regular Meeting: 9 A.M., September 23, 2021
Location: TBA

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 10:01 a.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Susan E. Payne,
Executive Director

State Agriculture Development Committee



STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
RESOLUTION #FY2022R7(1)

Request for Division of Premises
Theodore C. Miller Farm

July 22, 2021

Subject Property:

Theodore C. Miller

Block 40, Lot 14

Block 41, Lots 1 & 4

Pilesgrove Township, Salem County
195.67 - Acres

WHEREAS, Theodore C. Miller hereinafter “Owner” is the record owner of Block 40, Lot 14
and Block 41, Lots 1 & 4, Pilesgrove Township, Salem County, hereinafter referred to as
the “Premises”, by deed dated March 3, 1998, and recorded in the Salem County Clerk’s
office in Deed Book 980, Page 129 and by deed dated December 31, 1998, and recorded in
the Salem County Clerk’s office in Deed Book 1003, Page 306; and

WHEREAS, the Premises consists of approximately 195.67 acres as shown on Schedule “A”;
and

WHEREAS, a development easement on the Premises was conveyed to the County of Salem
pursuant to the Agriculture Retention and Development Act, N.J.S.A. 4: | C-1, et seq., by
Deed of Easement dated July 25, 2000, and recorded in the Salem County Clerk' s Office in
Deed Book 1047, Page 15; and

WHEREAS, on June 24, 2021, the SADC received a request for a division of the Premises from the
Salem CADB on behalf of the Owner; and

WHEREAS, the Owner proposes to divide the Premises along existing lot lines, as shown on
Schedules “B” and “C”, creating an approximately 84.60-acre parcel to the north (Parcel-A)
and an approximately 111.07-acre parcel to the south (Parcel-B); and

WHEREAS, parcel A & parcel B are non-contiguous parcels separated by an unrelated tract of
farmland; and

WHEREAS, the Owner intends to retain ownership of Parcel-B and to transfer Parcel-A to Kirby and
Danielle Mitchell, hereinafter “Purchasers”; and

WHEREAS, the Owner plans to scale down the acres that he farms as he transitions into partial
retirement; and

WHEREAS, Kirby Mitchell is a lifelong farmer, who works full time as an employee for Dusty Lane
farm, a large processing vegetable and grain operation in Salem County and also farms with his
with his father in the Mitchell family’s operation of Ourview Farm, LLC; and

WHEREAS, Kirby Mitchell is taking on more of the management responsibilities of Ourview Farm
as it transitions from father to son; and



WHEREAS, Ourview Farm consists of approximately 50-acres in beef cattle & grain production; and

WHEREAS, the Purchasers are seeking to own their own farm property and to expand on the
existing family farming operation by acquiring more farmland; and

WHEREAS, the acquisition of Parcel-A will increase the Purchasers’ landholdings through the
addition of approximately 84-acres on which they intend to raise cattle and grain; and

WHEREAS, paragraph 15 of the Deed of Easement states that no division of the Premises shall be
permitted without the joint approval in writing of the Grantee (Salem County) and the
Committee; and

WHEREAS, in order to grant approval, the Grantee and the SADC must find that the division is for
an agricultural purpose and will result in agriculturally viable parcels such that each parcel is
capable of sustaining a variety of agricultural operations that yield a reasonable economic
return under normal conditions, solely from the parcel’s agricultural output; and

WHEREAS, the Deed of Easement for the Premises identifies two existing single-family residences,
no existing agricultural labor units, no RDSO’s and one, 5-acre non-severable exception area;
and

WHEREAS, the resulting Parcel-A is an approximately 84.60-acre property that is 79% (67-acres)
tillable with 100% (84.60 acres) prime soils and statewide important soils, as defined by the NJ
Natural Resources Conservation Service; and

WHEREAS, historically Parcel-A has been in corn & soybean production and pastureland farmed by
the Owner; and

WHEREAS, the resulting Parcel-A contains no improvements but does include the 5-acre non-
severable exception area; and

WHEREAS, the resulting Parcel-B is approximately 111.07-acre property that is 83% tillable (92-
acres) with 100% (111.07 acres) prime soils and statewide important soils, as defined by the
NJ Natural Resources Conservation Service; and

WHEREAS, the resulting Parcel-B is improved with several barns and outbuildings and two existing
single-family residences on Lot 14; and

WHEREAS, historically Parcel-B has been in corn & soybean production and pastureland farmed by
the Owner; and

WHEREAS, the Owner intends to retain Parcel-B, and continue to farm the property; and

WHEREAS, the SADC makes the following findings related to its determination of whether the
division will result in agriculturally viable parcels, such that each parcel is capable of
sustaining a variety of agricultural operations that yield a reasonable economic return under
normal conditions, solely from the parcel’s agricultural output:

Parcel-A contains significant acreage of tillable, quality soils (100%prime soils and statewide
important soils) consisting of approximately 67-acres (79%) of tillable ground, and a 5-acre
non-severable exception; and



Parcel-B, contains significant acreage of tillable, quality soils (100% prime soils and
statewide important soils), consisting of approximately 92-acres (83%) tillable acres of
ground, two single-family residences and several barns and outbuildings; and

WHEREAS, the SADC makes the following findings related to its determination of whether the
division meets the agricultural purpose test:

1) The sale of Parcel-A, allows a young farming couple to own their own farm while at the
same time expanding on their family’s existing farming operation.

2) The acquisition of Parcel-A by the Purchasers allows them to make long term
investments/improvements necessary to increase the efficiency and production of this
parcel; and

WHEREAS, the Salem CADB approved this request at its June 23, 2021, meeting; and
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:
1. The WHEREAS paragraphs above are incorporated herein by reference.
2. The SADC finds that the division, as described herein, for the purpose of selling Parcel-A
to an established farming couple (the purchasers), so they can own their own farmland and
expand their family beef cattle and grain farming operation is for an agricultural purpose.
3. The SADC finds that Parcels A and B are agriculturally viable parcels capable of
sustaining a variety of agricultural operations that yield a reasonable economic return under
normal conditions.
4. The SADC approves the division of Premises as follows:
Parcel-A — Block 41, Lot 1 (approximately 84.60 acres) with no existing single-
family residences and one 5-acre non-severable exception area as shown on Schedule
“B”.
Parcel-B — Block 41, Lot 4 and Block 40, Lot 14 (approximately 111.07 acres) with
two existing single-family residences and several barns and outbuildings, as shown

on Schedule “C”.

5. This approval shall not be valid until the SADC’s resolution of approval is recorded with
the Salem County Clerk’s office.

6. This approval is valid for a period of three years from the date of this resolution.

7. Eligible funding for state soil and water conservation cost share practices shall be
reallocated to the respective parcels.

8. This approval is non-transferable.

9. This approval is considered a final agency decision appealable to the Appellate Division of
the Superior Court of New Jersey.



10. This action is not effective until the Governor’s review period expires pursuant to
N.J.S.A. 4:1C-4f.

_7/22/2021 -
Date Susan E. Payne, Executive Director
State Agriculture Development Committee

VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS:

Martin Bullock YES
Scott Ellis YES
Roger Kumpel YES
Richard Norz YES
James Waltman YES
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver) YES
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio) YES
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe) YES
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Lawson) YES
Denis Germano, Vice Chairperson YES

sonj.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/17-0043-EP/Stewardship-AG
Development/Stewardship Programs-Requests/Division/Theodore Miller Division Resolution

4






Schedule B
(Parcel A)



Schedule C
(Parcel B)



STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
RESOLUTION FY2022R7(2)
FINAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF A PLANNING INCENTIVE GRANT TO
WARREN COUNTY
for the
PURCHASE OF A DEVELOPMENT EASEMENT

On the Property of Anema, Ralph & Dianna (“Owners”)

SADC ID# 21-0611-PG
Washington Township, Warren County

N.J.A.C. 2:76-17 et seq.

July 22, 2021

WHEREAS, on July, 22, 2020 it was determined that the application for the sale of a development
easement for the subject farm identified as Block 66, Lot 1, Washington Township, Warren
County, totaling approximately 128.06 gross acres hereinafter referred to as “the Property”
(Schedule A) was complete and accurate and satisfied the criteria contained in N.J.A.C.
2:76-17.9(a) and the County has met the County Planning Incentive Grant (“PIG”) criteria
pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.6 - 7; and

WHEREAS, the Owners have read and signed SADC Guidance Documents regarding
Exceptions, Division of the Premises, and Non-Agricultural Uses; and

WHEREAS, the targeted Property is located in the County’s Southeast Project Area and in the
Highlands Planning Area; and

WHEREAS, the Property includes One (1), approximately 6-acre severable exception area for the
existing single family residential unit and to afford future flexibility for nonagricultural
uses resulting in approximately 122.06 net acres to be preserved, hereinafter referred to as
“the Premises”; and

WHEREAS, the final acreage of the exception area shall be subject to onsite confirmation, and
the Chief of Acquisition may recommend that the Executive Director approve final size
and location of the exception area such that the size does not increase more than one (1)
acre and the location remains within the substantially same footprint as the herein-
approved exception, so long as there is no impact on the SADC certified value; and

WHEREAS, the action set forth in the preceding paragraph may be taken without the further
approval of the SADC unless deemed necessary or appropriate by the Executive Director;
and

WHEREAS, the 6-acre severable exception area:
1) Shall not be moved to another portion of the Premises and shall not be swapped with other

land
2) May be severed or subdivided from the Premises
3) Shall be limited to One (1) single family residential unit
4) Right-to-Farm language will be included in the Deed of Easement; and



WHEREAS, the Premises includes:
1) Zero (0) exceptions,

N

Zero (0) housing opportunities
One (1) Residual Dwelling Site Opportunity (RDSO)
Zero (0) agricultural labor units

=~ W
N N N N N

Q1

No pre-existing non-agricultural uses; and

WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was in corn production; and

WHEREAS, the Property has a quality score of 72.94 which exceeds 44, which is 70% of the
County’s average quality score, as determined by the SADC, at the time the application
was submitted by the County; and

WHEREAS, the Owner provided a recorded deed showing that the property has been in the
immediate family since at least 1987; therefore, the property is eligible for, and must be
appraised under, zoning and environmental conditions in place as of 01/01/2004 for farms
in the Highlands region pursuant to N.J.5.A. 13:8B, as amended by the “Preserve New
Jersey Act,” P.L.2015, c.5; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.11, on January 12, 2021, in accordance with Resolution
#FY2020R4(14), Executive Director Payne and Secretary Fisher certified the Development
Easement value of $4,300 per acre based on zoning and environmental regulations in place
asof 1/1/04 and $4,300 per acre based on zoning and environmental regulations in place
as of the current valuation date October 2020; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.12, the Owner accepted the County’s offer of $4,300
per acre for the purchase of the development easement on the Premises; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.13, on May 18, 2021, the Washington Township
Committee approved the application for the sale of development easement, but is not
participating financially in the easement purchase; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.LA.C. 2:76-17.13 on May 20, 2021, the County Agriculture
Development Board passed a resolution granting final approval for the development
easement acquisition on the Property; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-1713 on May 26, 2021, the Board of County
Commissioners passed a resolution granting final approval and a commitment of funding
for $1,320 per acre to cover the local cost share; and

WHEREAS, the County has requested to encumber an additional 3% buffer for possible final
surveyed acreage increases, therefore, 125.721 acres will be utilized to calculate the grant
need; and



WHEREAS, the estimated cost share breakdown is as follows (based on 125.721 acres):

SADC
County

Total Per/acre
$374,648.58 ($2,980/acre)
$165,951.72 ($1,320/acre)

Total Purchase  $540,600.30 ($4,300/acre)

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76 17.14 (d) (f), if there are insufficient funds available in a
county’s base grant, the county may request additional funds from the competitive grant
fund; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.14, the County is requesting $374,648.58 in competitive
grant funding which is available at this time (Schedule B); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.14, the SADC shall approve a cost share grant for the
purchase of the development easement on an individual farm subject to available funds
and consistent with the provisions of N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.11;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:

=

The WHEREAS paragraphs set forth above are incorporated herein by reference.

The SADC grants final approval to provide a cost share grant to the County for the
purchase of a development easement on the Premises, comprising approximately
125.721 net easement acres, at a State cost share of $2,980 per acre, (69.30% of
certified easement value and purchase price), for a total grant of approximately
$374,648.58 pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.11 and the conditions contained in
(Schedule C).

Any unused funds encumbered from either the base or competitive grants at the
time of closing shall be returned to their respective sources (competitive or base
grant funds).

Should additional funds be needed due to an increase in acreage and if base grant
funding becomes available the grant may be adjusted to utilize unencumbered base
grant funds.

The SADC’s cost share grant to the county for the development easement purchase
on the Premises shall be based on the final surveyed acreage of the Premises
adjusted for proposed road rights-of-way, other rights-of-way, easements,
encroachments, and streams or water bodies on the boundaries of the Premises as
identified in Policy P-3-B Supplement or other superior interests (recorded or
otherwise granted) in the property that conflict with the terms of the Deed of
Easement or otherwise restrict the affected area’s availability for a variety of
agricultural uses.

The SADC shall enter into a Grant Agreement with the County in accordance with
N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.18.



7.  The final acreage of the exception area shall be subject to onsite confirmation, and
the Chief of Acquisition may recommend that the Executive Director approve final
size and location of the exception area such that the size does not increase more than
one (1) acre and the location remains within the substantially same footprint as the
herein-approved exception, so long as there is no impact on the SADC certified
value.

8.  All survey, title and all additional documents required for closing shall be subject
to review and approval by the SADC.

9.  This approval is considered a final agency decision appealable to the Appellate
Division of the Superior Court of New Jersey.

10. This action is not effective until the Governor’s review period expires pursuant to
N.J.S.A. 4:1C-4f.

7/22/2021
Date Susan E. Payne, Executive Director

State Agriculture Development Committee

VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS:

Martin Bullock YES
Scott Ellis YES
Roger Kumpel YES
Richard Norz YES
James Waltman YES
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver) YES
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio) YES
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe) YES
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Lawson) YES
Denis Germano, Vice Chairperson YES

https:/ /sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/ AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/21-0611-PG/ Acquisition/Internal Closing Documents/ Anema_SADC County PIG Final

Approval.docx
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SADC County PIG

Financial Status

Schedule B

Warren County

Schedule B

Base Grant

Competitive Funds

Maximum Grant

Fund Balance

Fiscal Year 11 1,500,000.00 Fiscal Year 11 3,000,000.00 Fiscal Year 11 0.00
Fiscal Year 13 1,000,000.00 Fiscal Year 13 5,000,000.00 Fiscal Year 13 0.00
Fiscal Year 17 1,000,000.00 Fiscal Year 17 5,000,000.00 Fiscal Year 17 0.00
SADC = = Fiscal Year 18 2,000,000.00 Fiscal Year 18 6,915,844.54
Certified SADC Fiscal Year 20 - Fiscal Year 20 2,000,000.00 Fiscal Year 20 10,000,000.00
or Grant SADC Federal Grant Fiscal Year 21 - - -
Pay Negotiated Per Cost Cost Total
SADC ID# Farm Municipality Acres Acres Per Acre Acre Basis Share Federal Grant | Federal Grant | Encumbered PV Expended Balance Encumbered PV Expended FY11 Balance | FY13 Balance | FY17 Balance | FY18 Balance FY20 Balance
3,500,000.00
21-0530-PG JJ Smith North Harmony 80.0000 82.4000 4,600.00 3,160.00 379,040.00 260,384.00 260,384.00 249,595.76 3,448,369.54
21-0558-PG JJ Smith South Harmony 42.3800 43.6500 6,000.00 3,900.00 261,900.00 170,235.00 170,235.00 165,141.60 3,283,227.94
21-0543-PG Klimas Mansfield/Independence 197.4750 197.1190 3,700.00 2,620.00 729,340.30 516,451.78 512,734.00 516,451.78 516,451.78 2,766,776.16
21-0559-PG Thompson White 34.6210 34.6210 3,600.00 2,560.00 124,635.60 88,629.76 95,462.40 88,629.76 88,629.76 2,678,146.40
21-0572-PG RLL Enterprises Franklin 47.7350 47.7350 7,600.00 4,700.00 362,786.00 224,354.50 230,441.00 224,354.50 224,354.50 2,716,111.98 2,662,173.25
21-0560-PG Burke & Dinsmore (51.01) Harmony 78.735 78.7330 3,500.00 2,500.00 275,565.50 196,832.50 206,000.00 196,832.50 196,832.50 2,465,340.75
21-0561-PG Burke & Dinsmore (51.02) Harmony 18.106 18.1060 7,800.00 4,800.00 141,226.80 86,908.80 92,448.00 86,908.80 86,908.80 2,378,431.95
21-0570-PG Race White 85.566 85.5660 5,700.00 3,750.00 487,726.20 320,872.50 333,742.50 320,872.50 320,872.50 2,057,559.45
21-0574-PG Unangst White 84.0410 84.0410 3,625.00 2,575.00 304,648.63 216,405.58 229,149.25 216,405.58 216,405.58 2,709,245.56 1,848,020.29
21-0568-PG Barton #1 Mansfield/Indep/Liberty 34.5188 33.9604 4,500.00 2,952.27 152,821.80 100,260.20 100,260.20 100,260.20 100,260.20 1,747,760.09
21-0564-PG Barton #2 Mansfield/Liberty 69.8326 69.8326 4,800.00 3,266.02 335,196.48 228,074.80 228,074.80 228,074.80 228,074.80 1,5619,685.29
21-0565-PG Barton #3 Mansfield/Liberty 26.6195 26.6195 5,800.00 3,800.00 154,393.10 101,154.10 103,918.60 101,154.16 101,154.16 1,418,531.13
21-0557-PG O'Dowd East Greenwich/Franklin 91.7830 91.7830 6,300.00 4,050.00 578,232.90 371,721.15 401,213.25 371,721.15 371,721.15 1,046,809.98
21-0554-PG O'Dowd West Greenwich 104.7370 104.7370 5,600.00 3,700.00 586,527.20 387,526.90 402,234.40 387,526.90 387,526.90 659,283.08
21-0553-PG Bartha White/Oxford 40.5150 40.5150 4,500.00 3,100.00 182,317.50 125,596.50 130,913.00 125,596.50 125,596.50 533,686.58
21-0602-PG Shandor, Riddle, West, Spade Harmony 100.1900 100.1900 3,100.00 2,260.00 310,589.00 226,429.40 243,628.00 226,427.14 226,429.40 773,570.60
21-0609-PG Haydu, S & J, and Potter, D Harmony 42.5000 43.7750 4,900.00 3,340.00 214,497.50 146,208.50 146,208.50 627,362.10
21-0605-PG LaBarre Family LMTD Partnership Hope/Knowlton 101.4830 100.5600 3,200.00 2,320.00 324,745.60 233,299.20 233,299.20 233,299.20 233,299.20 394,062.90
21-0604-PG Hoffmann-LaRoche Inc. White 92.7160 92.7160 5,100.00 3,450.00 472,851.60 319,870.20 333,063.00 319,870.20 319,870.20 74,192.70
21-0612-PG Anema, Kristopher Washington 19.6560 18.8700 4,000.00 2,800.00 75,480.00 52,836.00 43,801.30 43,801.30 43,801.30 30,391.40 13,598.70 9,034.70 9,034.70 4,990,965.30
21-0613-PG Route 57 Partnership Franklin 69.5790 69.5730 3,200.00 2,320.00 222,633.60 161,409.36 165,121.36 161,409.36 161,409.36 4,829,555.94
21-0370-PG CDEK LLC & Stampone, Edward Knowlton 32.7640 32.7300 4,650.00 3,190.00 152,194.50 104,156.69 104,156.69 104,156.69 104,156.69 4,725,399.25
21-0615-PG Beatty, Carol A. (South) Greenwich 50.5000 52.0200 9,500.00 5,700.00 494,190.00 296,514.00 296,514.00 4,428,885.25
21-0614-PG Beatty, Carol A. (North) Greenwich 84.0000 86.5200 8,800.00 5,300.00 761,376.00 458,556.00 30,391.40 - 428,164.60 4,000,720.65
21-0608-PG Dykstra Properties, LLC Mansfield 288.9000 297.5670 3,900.00 2,740.00  1,160,511.30 815,333.58 815,333.58 3,185,387.07
21-0619-PG 7 Old Orchard Rd, LLC Hardwick 75.3000 77.5590 4,000.00 2,440.00 310,236.00 189,243.96 189,243.96 2,996,143.11 2,000,000.00
21-0625-PG Anema, Brenda Washington 122.0600 125.7210 4,300.00 2,980.00 540,600.30 374,648.58 374,648.58 517,804.94 2,776,046.52 1,861,329.65
Closed 33 2,505.3549 2,497.6445 11,835,462.03  7,987,148.84 89,686.77 38,717.25
Encumbered 8 785.6400 809.2120 4,122,351.10 2,711,123.62
Encumber/Expended FY09 - - - -
Encumber/Expended FY11 = = 1,500,000.00 = = = 290,754.44 2,709,245.56
Encumber/Expended FY13 = = 1,000,000.00 = 15,881.64 414,737.36 4,051,576.06 517,804.94
Encumber/Expended FY17 176,599.90 = 823,400.10 = 1,949,350.47 = 274,600.75 2,776,048.78
Encumber/Expended FY18 138,670.35 - - 1,861,329.65
Encumber/Expended FY20 - - - - - - - 2,000,000.00
Encumber/Expended FY21 - - - -
Total 0.00 2,709,245.56 517,804.94 2,776,048.78 1,861,329.65 2,000,000.00

https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG/SADC/Spreadsheets/FISCAL County PIG Funding Status
July 22, 2021
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STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
RESOLUTION FY2022R7(3)
FINAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF A PLANNING INCENTIVE GRANT TO
SALEM COUNTY
for the
PURCHASE OF A DEVELOPMENT EASEMENT
On the Property of Smith, C. Dale & Donald G. Farm (“Owners”)
SADC ID# 17-0224-PG
Alloway Township, Salem County
N.J.A.C. 2:76-17 et seq.

July 22, 2021

WHEREAS, on September 14, 2020, it was determined that the application for the sale of a
development easement for the subject farm identified as Block 36 Lot 17 & Block 38 Lot 1,
Alloway Township, Salem County, totaling approximately 78.6 gross acres hereinafter
referred to as “the Property” (Schedule A) was complete and accurate and satisfied the
criteria contained in N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.9(a) and the County has met the County Planning
Incentive Grant (“PIG”) criteria pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.6 - 7; and

WHEREAS, the Owners have read and signed SADC Guidance Documents regarding
Exceptions, Division of the Premises, and Non-Agricultural Uses; and

WHEREAS, the targeted Property is located in the County’s Cohansey-Pole Tavern-Pine Tavern
(1) Project Area; and

WHEREAS, the Property includes zero (0) exception areas, resulting in approximately 78.6 net
acres to be preserved, hereinafter referred to as “the Premises”; and

WHEREAS, the Premises includes:
1) Zero (0) exceptions,

N

Zero (0) housing opportunities
Zero (0) Residual Dwelling Site Opportunity (RDSO)
Zero (0) agricultural labor units

=~ W
N N N N N

Q1

No pre-existing non-agricultural uses; and

WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was in corn, soybeans, wheat, potatoes, and
pasture; and

WHEREAS, the Property is currently partly an equine operation with approximately 14.9 acres
in equine production (pasture) (Schedule B); and

WHEREAS, a specialized “Equine Schedule B” (Schedule B) and an equine map (Schedule B)
will be recorded with the Deed of Easement; and

WHEREAS, there are existing solar panels on Lot 17 that are subject to the requirements of
N.J.S.A. 4:1C-32.4 and N.J.A.C. 2:76-24.1, et seq., and the application Green Light Approval
required review of any existing solar lease(s); and

WHEREAS, since the solar energy generating system is owned by the Smiths, the above
condition of Green Light Approval is no longer applicable; and



WHEREAS, the Property has a quality score of 70.25 which exceeds 48, which is 70% of the
County’s average quality score, as determined by the SADC, at the time the application
was submitted by the County; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.11, on November 19, 2020, in accordance with
Resolution #FY2020R4(14), Executive Director Payne and Secretary Fisher certified the
Development Easement value of $6,700 per acre based on zoning and environmental
regulations in place as of the current valuation date October 8, 2020; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.12, the Owner accepted the County’s offer of $6,700
per acre for the purchase of the development easement on the Premises; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.13, on April 15, 2021, the Alloway Township
Committee approved the application for the sale of development easement, but is not
participating financially in the easement purchase; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.13 on March 24, 2021, the Salem County Agriculture
Development Board passed a resolution granting final approval for the development
easement acquisition on the Property; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.LA.C. 2:76-17.13 on March 31, 2021, the Board of County
Commissioners passed a resolution granting final approval and a commitment of funding
for $2,450 per acre to cover the local cost share; and

WHEREAS, the County has requested to encumber an additional 3% buffer for possible final
surveyed acreage increases, therefore, 80.96 acres will be utilized to calculate the grant
need; and

WHEREAS, the estimated cost share breakdown is as follows (based on 80.96 acres):

Total Per/acre
SADC $344,080  ($4,250/acre)
County $ 198,352 ($2,450/ acre)

Total Easement Purchase $ 542,432 ($6,700/ acre)

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76 17.14 (d) (f), if there are insufficient funds available in a
county’s base grant, the county may request additional funds from the competitive grant
fund; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.14, the County is requesting $344,080 in base grant
funding which is available at this time (Schedule D); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.14, the SADC shall approve a cost share grant for the
purchase of the development easement on an individual farm subject to available funds

and consistent with the provisions of N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.11;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:

1.  The WHEREAS paragraphs set forth above are incorporated herein by reference.



_7/22/21
Date

The SADC grants final approval to provide a cost share grant to the County for the
purchase of a development easement on the Premises, comprising approximately
80.96 net easement acres, at a State cost share of $4,250 per acre, (63.43% of certified
easement value and purchase price), for a total grant of approximately $344,080
pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.11 and the conditions contained in (Schedule C).

Any unused funds encumbered from either the base or competitive grants at the
time of closing shall be returned to their respective sources (competitive or base
grant funds).

Should additional funds be needed due to an increase in acreage and if base grant
funding becomes available the grant may be adjusted to utilize unencumbered base
grant funds.

The SADC's cost share grant to the County for the purchase of a development
easement on the approved application shall be based on the final surveyed acreage
of the area of the Premises to be preserved outside of any exception areas, adjusted
for proposed road rights-of-way, other rights-of-way or easements as determined
by the SADC, and streams or water bodies on the boundaries as identified in Policy
P-3-C.

The SADC shall enter into a Grant Agreement with the County in accordance with
N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.18.

All survey, title and all additional documents required for closing shall be subject
to review and approval by the SADC.

This approval is considered a final agency decision appealable to the Appellate
Division of the Superior Court of New Jersey.

This action is not effective until the Governor’s review period expires pursuant to
N.J.S.A. 4:1C-4f.

Susan E. Payne, Executive Director
State Agriculture Development Committee

VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS:

Martin Bullock YES
Scott Ellis YES
Roger Kumpel YES
Richard Norz YES
James Waltman YES
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver) YES
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio) YES
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe) YES
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Lawson) YES
Denis Germano, Vice Chairperson YES

https:/ /sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/ AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/17-0224-PG/ Acquisition/Final Approval & ROW/Smith, C. Dale. & Donald

G._CtyPIG_FA.docx
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SCHEDULE B

Grantor certifies that at the time of the application to sell the development easement to the
Grantee no non-agricultural uses existed. Grantor further certifies that at the time of the
execution of this Deed of Easement no non-agricultural uses exist.

The Grantor currently (insert equine service s appropriate) on the Premises.

Grantor understands that the above use is considered an  “equine service activity” that
would not be permitted on the Premises (i.e., the preserved area of the farm described in
Schedule A) unless the activity was ancillary fo equine-related production, including
pasturing, horse breeding and hay production. “Ancillary® means that the area of land on
comparison to the area of the farm devoted to equine production activities. Grantor
understands and agrees that if equine service activities (such as boarding horses, riding
lessons and schooling horses) on the Premises were ancillary to equine-related production,
then the said equine service activities would be deemed agricultural uses and not currently
subject to the restrictions placed on non-agricultural uses in Paragraphs 3 and 4 of the Deed
of Easement. The areas occupied by equine service activities and equine production
activities are depicted on the attached aerial photograph identified as Schedule B1.

Grantor understands that none of these restrictions apply to the land within the Exception
area.

Grantor also understands and agrees that if, in the future, equine service activities on the
Premises are not “ancillary” as defined above, then the said activities would be deemed
non-agricultural and would be subject to the restrictions contained in Paragraphs 3 and 4 of
the Deed of Easement.

(L.S)
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Schedule D
SADC County Pig Financial Status
Salem County

Base Grant Competitive Funds
Fiscal Year 09 617,339.97 Maximum Grant Fund Balance
Fiscal Year 11 1,500,000.00 Fiscal Year 11 3,000,000.00 Fiscal Year 11 0.00
Fiscal Year 13 500,000.00 Fiscal Year 13 5,000,000.00 Fiscal Year 13 0.00
Fiscal Year 17 1,000,000.00 Fiscal Year 17 5,000,000.00 Fiscal Year 17 0.00
SADC = = Fiscal Year 18 2,000,000.00 Fiscal Year 18 6,915,844.54
Certified SADC Fiscal Year 20 2,000,000.00 Fiscal Year 20 2,000,000.00 Fiscal Year 20 10,000,000.00
or Grant SADC Federal Grant Fiscal Year 21 2,000,000.00 - -
Pay Negotiated Per Cost Cost Total
SADC ID# Farm Municipality Acres Acres Per Acre Acre Basis Share Federal Grant | Federal Grant | Encumbered PV Expended Balance Encumbered PV Expended FY11 Balance | FY13 Balance | FY17 Balance | FY18 Balance | FY20 Balance
7,617,339.97
17-0123-PG Greco Pittsgrove 313.4310 313.3210  5,100.00 3,450.00 1,597,937.10  1,080,957.45 1,122,906.00 1,080,957.45 1,080,957.45 6,536,382.52
17-0121-PG Prestige World Wide Alloway 51.3530 51.3172  7,100.00 4,450.00 364,352.12 228,361.54 242,925.50 228,361.54 228,361.54 6,308,020.98
17-0122-PG Dunham Mannington 38.4830 38.1450  5,700.00 3,750.00 217,426.50 143,043.75 146,775.00 143,043.75 143,043.75 6,164,977.23
17-0125-PG Mahoney Mannington 28.8220 28.6910  5,300.00 3,550.00 152,062.30 101,853.05 106,038.50 101,853.05 101,853.05 6,063,124.18
17-0110-PG Moore Mannington 149.7460 149.7460  5,050.00 3,425.00 756,217.30 512,880.05 498,292.54 254,955.29 511,523.75 257,924.76 257,924.76 5,805,199.42
17-0134-PG Dubois Props., LLC Pittsgrove 31.2230 31.2230  7,900.00 4,850.00 246,661.70 151,431.55 149,865.00 151,431.55 151,431.55 5,653,767.87
17-0127-PG Brown Upper Pittsgrove 58.2580 58.2580  5,350.00 3,575.00 311,680.30 208,272.35 213,570.50 208,272.35 208,272.35 5,445,495.52
17-0135-PG Fogg, Harris, Allen Quinton 33.5790 33.5790  3,500.00 2,500.00 117,526.50 83,947.50 87,550.00 83,947.50 83,947.50 5,361,548.02
17-0124-PG Eckert, Hebert & Rowena Elsinboro 46.6520 46.6520  2,100.00 1,570.00 97,969.20 73,243.64 71,843.20 73,253.06 73,253.06 5,288,294.96
17-0133-PG Harris Quinton 49.3170 49.3170  3,500.00 2,500.00 172,609.50 123,292.50 123,292.50 123,292.50 123,292.50 5,165,002.46
17-0146-PG Basile Upper Pittsgrove 25.4830 25.4830  6,500.00 4,150.00 165,639.50 105,754.45 106,862.50 105,754.45 105,754.45 5,059,248.01
17-0151-PG Davis, Betty Upper Pittsgrove 42.0030 42.0030  5,100.00 3,450.00 214,215.30 144,910.35 59,248.01 59,248.01 59,248.01 5,000,000.00 89,998.99 89,998.99 85,662.34 4,914,337.66
17-0157-PG Bishop, Kevin & Jessica Upper Pittsgrove 30.5970 30.5970  4,500.00 3,100.00 137,686.50 94,850.70 98,983.00 94,850.70 94,850.70 2,930,984.77 4,888,502.19
17-0163-PG DuBois, Christian Pittsgrove 29.7820 29.7820  7,900.00 4,850.00 235,277.80 144,442.70 151,077.50 144,442.70 144,442.70 4,744,059.49
17-0161-PG Harrell, Robert T. & George K. Upper Pittsgrove 89.2900 89.2900  5,600.00 2,555.61 500,024.00 228,189.98 271,834.02 102,183.02 360,528.00 228,189.98 228,189.98 4,515,869.51
17-0164-PG Sloat, Edward W. & Robert K. Mannington 49.8900 49.8900  5,100.00 3,450.00 254,439.00 172,120.50 179,814.00 172,120.50 172,120.50 4,343,749.01
17-0166-PG Brooks, Michael N. Upper Pittsgrove/Pittsgrove 65.4410 65.4410  3,400.00 1,150.95 222,499.40 75,319.00 147,180.40 84,357.02 111,249.70 75,319.00 75,319.00 4,268,430.01
17-0165-PG Moffett, James E. & Patricia M. Upper Pittsgrove/Pilesgrove 46.0300 46.0300  5,400.00 3,600.00 248,562.00 165,708.00 167,976.00 165,708.00 165,708.00 4,102,722.01
17-0160-PG Brown, Steven R. & Timothy G. Upper Pittsgrove 48.2390 48.2390  3,300.00 2,380.00 159,188.70 114,808.82 117,274.50 114,808.82 2,909,331.85 4,009,566.11
17-0168-PG Catalano, Joanne J. Mannington 198.0900 196.6110  4,350.00 3,010.00 858,771.77 388,134.69 470,637.08 203,664.42 400,707.75 388,134.69 388,134.69 4,611,865.31
17-0169-PG E&A Farms (Williams) Quinton 92.9240 81.9300  3,950.00 1,948.99 323,623.50 159,681.16 163,942.34 67,264.94 159,588.00 159,681.16 159,681.16 4,452,184.15 5,000,000.00
17-0182-PG Tice, Barry and Joanne Upper Pittsgrove 40.7350 40.7350  5,500.00 3,650.00 224,042.50 148,682.75 153,373.00 148,682.75 148,682.75 4,303,501.40
17-0179-PG Sorbello, Frank & Thomas Pilesgrove 94.3980 94.3980  6,000.00 2,091.69 566,388.00 197,451.07 368,936.93 170,701.13 204,771.00 197,451.07 197,451.07 4,106,050.33
17-0190-PG Dare, Carolyn B. Upper Pittsgrove 20.9460 20.9460  7,200.00 4,500.00 150,811.20 94,257.00 94,257.00 94,257.00 94,257.00 4,011,793.33
17-0206-PG Kelly, Dennis J. Sr. (E&D Farm) Pilesgrove 83.9230 83.9230  7,260.00 3,510.00 609,280.98 294,569.48 314,711.50 57,907.12 4,473.40 4,473.40 4,473.40 4,007,319.93 290,096.08 290,096.08 290,096.08 4,709,903.92
17-0186-PG Harris, Howard Grant & Elizabeth Pilesgrove 79.2980 79.2980  6,250.00 3,125.77 495,612.50 247,867.50 247,745.00 71,306.95 259,125.00 247,867.50 247,867.50 4,462,036.42
17-0194-PG Moore, John J. & Lori A. Mannington 66.9280 66.9280  5,200.00 3,500.00 348,025.60 234,248.00 7,319.93 7,319.93 7,319.93 4,000,000.00 226,928.07 226,928.07 226,928.07 4,235,108.35
17-0195-PG Melchert, Richard H. (Lot 4) Upper Pittsgrove 77.1590 77.0630  7,600.00 4,700.00 585,678.80 362,196.10 374,214.00 362,196.10 362,196.10 3,872,912.25
17-0199-PG Ayars, Joseph P. (Lot 1) Elsinboro 49.6360 49.6360  3,500.00 1,549.99 173,726.00 76,935.50 96,790.50 47,154.50 91,560.00 57,908.67 57,908.67 3,815,003.58
17-0205-PG Schaeffer, David L. Pilesgrove 80.6850 80.6850  7,950.00 3,697.33 641,445.75 298,318.75 343,127.00 95,020.63 321,039.17 298,318.75 298,318.75 3,516,684.83
17-0207-PG Morda, Mary Louise Pilesgrove 84.2270 84.2270  8,350.00 4,173.80 703,295.45 351,546.45 351,749.00 75,905.58 351,647.73 351,546.45 351,546.45 3,165,138.38
17-0209-PG Vittori, Joel L. & Faith C. Mannington 79.3000 79.1000  5,100.00 3,450.00 403,410.00 272,895.00 288,116.40 272,895.00 272,895.00 2,892,243.38
17-0210-PG Johnson, Ralph E. & Jill Marie Mannington and Quinton 43.6940 43.6940  5,600.00 3,700.00 244,686.40 161,667.80 174,924.90 161,667.80 161,667.80 2,730,575.58
17-0204-PG Duffy, Diane Carol & Paul Charles (L 16.04) Mannington 58.2160 58.2160  5,100.00 2,350.00 296,901.60 136,807.60 160,094.00 64,037.60 143,051.80 136,807.60 136,807.60 2,593,767.98
17-0223-PG Dare, Dennis & Nancy Upper Pittsgrove 69.7490 69.7490  5,300.00 3,550.00 369,669.70 247,608.95 259,256.50 247,608.95 3,752,391.05
17-0221-PG Stimpson, Donald Upper Pittsgrove 39.8600 41.0600  7,100.00 4,450.00 291,526.00 182,717.00 182,717.00 3,569,674.05
17-0224-PG Smith, C. Dale & Donald G. Alloway 78.6000 80.9600  6,700.00 4,250.00 542,432.00 344,080.00 344,080.00 3,225,594.05
Closed 33 2,329.5390 2,316.1552 12,638,486.07  7,263,837.91  3,435,040.31  1,294,458.20
Encumbered 4 236.4480 240.0080 1,362,816.40 889,214.77 = =
Encumber/Expended FY09 - - 617,339.97 -
Encumber/Expended FY11 - - 1,500,000.00 - - 21,652.92 69,015.23 2,909,331.85
Encumber/Expended FY13 = = 500,000.00 = = 93,155.90 897,277.99 4,009,566.11
Encumber/Expended FY17 = = 1,000,000.00 = = = 2,406,232.02 2,593,767.98
Encumber/Expended FY18 - - - 2,000,000.00
Encumber/Expended FY20 526,797.00 247,608.95 - 1,225,594.05 - - - 2,000,000.00
Encumber/Expended FY21 - - - 2,000,000.00
Total 3,225,594.05 2,909,331.85 4,009,566.11 2,593,767.98 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00
https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG/SADC/Spreadsheets/FISCAL County PIG Funding Status July 22, 2021
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STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
RESOLUTION #FY2022R7(4)

Preliminary Approval of SADC Easement Purchase
on an “OTHER” FARM

On the Property of
Sleeter, Gerald F. & Carolyn M.

JULY 22,2021

Subject Property:  Sleeter, Gerald F. & Carolyn M.
Block 20201, Lot 3 - Gloucester Township, Camden County
SADC ID#: 04-0013-DE
Approximately 40.4 Net Easement Acres

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.3, an owner of farmland may offer to sell to the State
Agriculture Development Committee (“SADC”) a development easement on the farmland;
and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2021, the SADC received a development easement sale application from
Gerald F. & Carolyn M. Sleeter, hereinafter “Owners,” identified as Block 20201, Lot 3,
Gloucester Township, Camden, Atlantic County, hereinafter “the Property,” totaling
approximately 41.6 gross acres identified in (Schedule A); and

WHEREAS, the Property includes one (1), approximately 1.2-acre severable exception area for
and limited to zero (0) single family residential units and for access to Block 20201, Lot 1
resulting in approximately 40.4 net acres to be preserved; and

WHEREAS, the portion of the Property outside the exception area includes two (2) single family
residential units, zero (0) agricultural labor units, and no pre-existing non-agricultural uses;
and

WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was an equine operation with approximately
29.4 acres in equine production (pasture) and 0.6 acres in equine service (boarding) on the
Property; and

WHEREAS, specialized “Equine Schedule B” (Schedule B) and an equine map (Schedule C) will be
recorded with the Deed of Easement; and

WHEREAS, the application has been evaluated for the sale of development easement pursuant to
N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.5 and the State Acquisition Selection Criteria approved by the SADC on
September 9, 2020, which categorizes applications into “Priority”, “Alternate” and “Other”
groups; and

WHEREAS, the Property, has a quality score of 32.94 and contains approximately 40.4 net acres
(Schedule D); and



WHEREAS, the Property meets the SADC’s Camden County minimum criteria for acreage in the
“Priority” category which requires at least 35 acres, but because Camden County did not
submit individual farm applications within the previous three funding cycles, there is no
average quality score for Camden County, resulting in the need for SADC preliminary
approval; and

WHEREAS, the Property meets the minimum eligibility criteria as set forth in N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.20
and the Property meets the minimum eligibility criteria as set forth in N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.20 and
pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.6(b)i. there are no “priority” ranked applications that have not
already been selected for processing at this time; and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:

1. Because this 40.4-acre farm meets the minimum size criteria for priority
consideration, has approximately 77% prime and 18% statewide important soils
and is within the County Agriculture Development Area, the SADC approves
selecting the Property for processing as an “Other” farm pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-
11.5.

2. The SADC hereby grants preliminary approval to the Property for an easement
acquisition and authorizes staff to proceed with the following:
a. Enter into a 120-day option agreement with the Landowner;
b. Secure two independent appraisals to estimate the fair market value of the
Property; and
c. Review the two independent appraisals and recommend a certified fair market
easement value of the property to the SADC; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this action is not effective until the Governor’s review period
expires pursuant to N.J.S.A. 4:1C-4f.

_7/22/21
Date Susan E. Payne, Executive Director
State Agriculture Development Committee

VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS:

Martin Bullock YES
Scott Ellis YES
Roger Kumpel YES
Richard Norz YES
James Waltman YES
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver) YES
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio) YES
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe) YES
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Lawson) YES
Denis Germano, Vice Chairperson YES

https:/ /sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/ AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/04-0013-DE/ Acquisition/ Preliminary Approval, Final Approval & Agreement
to Sell/Sleeter_Preliminary Approval.docx
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SCHEDULE B

Grantor cerifies that at the time of the application to sell the development easement to the
Grantee no non-agriculiural uses existed. Grantor further ceriifies that at the time of the
execution of this Deed of Easement no non-agricultural uses exist.

The Grantor currently boards one horse on the Premises.

Grantor understands that the above use is considered an  “equine service activity™ that
would not be permitted on the Premises (i.e.. the preserved area of the farm described in
Schedule A} wunless the activity was ancillary to equine-related production, including
pasturing, horse breeding and hay production. “Ancillary” means that the area of land on
comparison to the area of the farm devoled to equine production activities. Granftor
understands and agrees that if eguine service activities (such as boarding horses, riding
lessons and schooling horses) on the Premises were ancillary to equine-related production,
then the said equine service activities would be deemed agricultural uses and not currently
subject to the restrictions placed on non-agricultural uses in Paragraphs 3 and 4 of the Deed
of Easement. The areas occupied by equine service activities and equine production
activities are depicted on the attached aerial photograph identified as Schedule B1.

Grantor understands that none of these restrictions apply to the land within the Exception
area.

Grantor also understands and agrees that if, in the future, equine service activities on the
Premises are not “ancillary” as defined above, then the said activities would be deemed
non-agricultural and would be subject to the restrictions contained in Paragraphs 3 and 4 of
the Deed of Easement.
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STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
RESOLUTION #FY2022R7(5)

Preliminary Approval of SADC Easement Purchase
on an “OTHER” FARM

On the Property of
Martinelli, Joseph E. & Josephine

JULY 22,2021

Subject Property: =~ Martinelli, Joseph E. & Josephine
Block 4802, Lots 12, 13 & 14 - Town of Hammonton, Atlantic County
SADC ID#: 01-0045-DE

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.3, an owner of farmland may offer to sell to the State
Agriculture Development Committee (“SADC”) a development easement on the farmland;
and

WHEREAS, on May 28, 2021, the SADC received a development easement sale application from
Joseph E. & Josephine Martinelli, hereinafter “Owners,” identified as Block 4802, Lots 12,
13 & 14, Town of Hammonton, Atlantic County, hereinafter “the Property,” totaling
approximately 55.4 gross acres identified in (Schedule A); and

WHEREAS, the Property includes one (1), approximately 1.6-acre non-severable exception area
for and limited to two existing single family residential units and to afford future flexibility
of uses resulting in approximately 53.8 net acres to be preserved; and

WHEREAS, the portion of the Property outside the exception area includes zero (0) housing
opportunities, zero (0) agricultural labor units, and no pre-existing non-agricultural uses;
and

WHEREAS, the New Jersey Pinelands Commission Letter of Interpretation #1464 allocated 2.5
Pinelands Development Credits (“PDCs)” to Block 4802, Lots 12, 13 & 14; and

WHEREAS, as per N.JA.C. 2:76-19.3, landowners shall have a choice of having their
development easement appraised as per the Pinelands Valuation Formula (Formula) or
pursuant to N.J.S.A. 4:1C-31; and

WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was in blueberry production; and

WHEREAS, the application has been evaluated for the sale of development easement pursuant
to N.JLA.C. 2:76-11.5 and the State Acquisition Selection Criteria approved by the SADC on
September 9, 2020, which categorizes applications into “Priority”, “Alternate” and “Other”
groups; and

WHEREAS, the Property, has a quality score of 61.33 and contains approximately 53.8 net acres
(Schedule B); and

WHEREAS, the Property meets the SADC’s Atlantic County minimum criteria for acreage in the
“Priority” category which requires at least 48 acres, but because Atlantic County did not
submit individual farm applications within the previous three funding cycles, there is no



average quality score for Atlantic County, resulting in the need for SADC preliminary
approval; and

WHEREAS, the Property meets the minimum eligibility criteria as set forth in N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.20
and the Property meets the minimum eligibility criteria as set forth in N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.20 and
pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.6(b)i. there are no “priority” ranked applications that have not
already been selected for processing at this time; and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:

1. Because this 53.8-acre farm meets the priority acreage, has approximately 2%
prime soils, 87% statewide important soils, 11% unique important soils, is adjacent
to other permanently preserved farms, and is within the County Agriculture
Development Area, the SADC approves selecting the Property for processing as an
“Other” farm pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.5.

2. The SADC grants preliminary approval to the Property for an easement
acquisition and authorizes staff to proceed with the following:
a. Enter into a 120-day option agreement with the Landowners
b. Secure two independent appraisals to estimate the fair market value of the
Property
c. Review the two independent appraisals and recommend a certified fair market
easement value of the property to the SADC; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this action is not effective until the Governor’s review period
expires pursuant to N.J.S.A. 4:1C-4f.

_7/22/21___ - -
Date Susan E. Payne, Executive Director
State Agriculture Development Committee

VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS:

Martin Bullock YES
Scott Ellis YES
Roger Kumpel YES
Richard Norz YES
James Waltman YES
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver) YES
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio) YES
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe) YES
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Lawson) YES
Denis Germano, Vice Chairperson YES

https:/ /sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/ AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/01-0045-DE/ Acquisition/Preliminary Approval, Final Approval & Agreement
to Sell/Martinelli_Preliminary Approval.docx
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STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
RESOLUTION #FY2022R7(6)

Preliminary Approval of SADC Easement Purchase
of an “Other” FARM

On the Property of
Ott, Daniel & Dana

July 22, 2021

Subject Property:  Ott, Daniel & Dana
Block 14, Lots 3 & 5 - Pilesgrove Township, Salem County
SADC ID#17-0358-DE

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.3, an owner of farmland may offer to sell to the
State Agriculture Development Committee (“SADC”) a development easement on the
farmland; and

WHEREAS, on May 24, 2020, the SADC received a development easement sale application
from Daniel & Dana Ott, hereinafter “Owners,” identified as Block 14, Lots 3 & 5,
Pilesgrove Township, Salem County, hereinafter “the Property,” totaling
approximately 71.2 gross acres, identified in (Schedule A); and

WHEREAS, the Property includes one (1), approximately 2.25-acre non-severable
exception area and one (1) 1.25-acre severable exception area, each to be limited to
one (1) future single family residential unit and to afford future flexibility of uses
resulting in approximately 67.7 net acres to be preserved; and

WHEREAS, the Property includes zero (0) housing opportunities, zero (0) Residual
Dwelling Site Opportunities (RDSO), zero (0) agricultural labor units, and no pre-
existing non-agricultural uses; and

WHEREAS, the SADC Option Agreement will be conditioned onLots 3 & 5 being
consolidated at closing; and

WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was in soybean production; and

WHEREAS, the application has been evaluated for the sale of development easement
pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.5 and the State Acquisition Selection Criteria approved by
the SADC on September 9, 2020, which categorizes applications into “Priority”,
“Alternate” and “Other” groups; and

WHEREAS, the Property, has a quality score of 66.54 and contains approximately 67.7 net
acres (Schedule B); and

WHEREAS, the Property at 67.7 net acres does not meet the SADC’s Salem County
minimum ranking criteria for acreage in the “Priority” (94 acres) or “Alternate” (69
acres) categories; and



WHEREAS, the Property meets the minimum eligibility criteria as set forth in N.J.A.C.
2:76-6.20 and pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.6(b)i. there are no “priority” ranked
applications that have not already been selected for processing at this time; and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:

1. Because this 67.7-acre farm has a quality score of 66.54, which is above the
minimum ranking criteria for quality score (62) for a “Priority” farm in
Salem County, has approximately 47% Prime soils and 47% Statewide
Important soils, and is within the County Agriculture Development Area
and Project Area, the SADC approves selecting the Property for processing
as an “Other” farm pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.5.

2. The SADC grants preliminary approval to the Property for an easement
acquisition and authorizes staff to proceed with the following:

a. Enter into a 120-day option agreement with the Landowner; and

b. Secure two independent appraisals to estimate the fair market value of
the Property; and

c. Review the two independent appraisals and recommend a certified fair
market easement value of the property to the SADC; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this action is not effective until the Governor’s review
period expires pursuant to N.J.S.A. 4:1C-4f.

_7/22/21 o
Date Susan E. Payne, Executive Director
State Agriculture Development Committee

VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS:

Martin Bullock YES
Scott Ellis YES
Roger Kumpel YES
Richard Norz YES
James Waltman YES
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver) YES
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio) YES
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe) YES
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Lawson) YES
Denis Germano, Vice Chairperson YES

https:/ /sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/ AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/17-0358-DE/ Acquisition/ Application, Option & Offer drafts/Ott Preliminary
Approval.doc
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STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
RESOLUTION #FY2022R7(7)

Preliminary Approval of SADC Easement Purchase
of an “ALTERNATE” FARM

On the Property of Wible, Charles J.
July 22, 2021

Subject Property: =~ Wible, Charles J.
Block 33, Lot 14 - Lower Alloways Creek Township, Salem County
SADC ID#:17-0360-DE-DE

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.3, an owner of farmland may offer to sell to the
State Agriculture Development Committee (“SADC”) a development easement on the
farmland; and

WHEREAS, on June 8, 2021, the SADC received a development easement sale application
from Charles ]J. Wible, hereinafter “Owner,” identified as Block 33, Lot 14, Lower
Alloways Creek Township, Salem County, hereinafter “the Property,” totaling
approximately 73.7 gross acres, identified in (Schedule A); and

WHEREAS, the Property includes one (1) approximately 1.5-acre non-severable exception
area for and limited to one future single family residential unit and to afford future
flexibility of uses resulting in approximately 72. 2 net acres to be preserved; and

WHEREAS, the portion of the Property outside the exception area includes zero (0)
housing opportunities, zero (0) agricultural labor units, and no pre-existing non-
agricultural uses; and

WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was in corn, hay, & soybean
production; and

WHEREAS, the application has been evaluated for the sale of development easement
pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.5 and the State Acquisition Selection Criteria approved by
the SADC on September 9, 2020, which categorizes applications into “Priority”,
“Alternate” and “Other” groups; and

WHEREAS, the Property, has a quality score of 67.97 and contains approximately 72.2 net
acres (Schedule B); and

WHEREAS, the Property does not meet the SADC’s Salem County minimum criteria for
the “Priority” category, which requires a quality score of at least 62 combined with at
least 94 acres, however, it is higher than the minimum quality score of 48 and 69 acres
needed for an “Alternate” farm designation, therefore, this farm is categorized as an
“Alternate” farm, requiring SADC preliminary approval; and



WHEREAS, the Property meets the minimum eligibility criteria as set forth in N.J.A.C.
2:76-6.20 and pursuant to N.J.LA.C. 2:76-11.6(b)i. there are no “priority” ranked
applications that have not already been selected for processing at this time; and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
1. Because this 72.2-acre farm has a quality score of 67.97, which is above
minimum ranking criteria for a “Priority” farm in Salem County, has
approximately 60% Prime soils and is within the County Agriculture
Development Area, the SADC approves selecting the Property for processing
as an “Alternate” farm pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.5.

2. the SADC grants preliminary approval to the Property for an easement
acquisition and authorizes staff to proceed with the following:
a. Enter into a 120-day option agreement with the Landowner; and
b. Secure two independent appraisals to estimate the fair market value of
the Property; and
c. Review the two independent appraisals and recommend a certified fair
market easement value of the property to the SADC; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this action is not effective until the Governor’s review
period expires pursuant to N.J.S5.A. 4:1C-4f.

_7/22/21 _
Date Susan E. Payne, Executive Director
State Agriculture Development Committee

VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS:

Martin Bullock YES
Scott Ellis YES
Roger Kumpel YES
Richard Norz YES
James Waltman YES
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver) YES
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio) YES
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe) YES
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Lawson) YES
Denis Germano, Vice Chairperson YES

https:/ /sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/ AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/17-0360-DE/ Acquisition/ Application, Option & Offer drafts/Wible Preliminary
Approval.doc
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State of New Jersey
State Agriculture Development Committee
Farmland Preservation Program
Quality Ranking Score

GENERAL INFORMATION

COUNTY QF Salem Lower Alloways Creek Twp. 1704
APPLICANT Wikle, Charles J.

PRIORITIZATION SCORE

SOILS: Other 30% * 0 = .00
Prime 61% * .15 = 9.15

Statewlide 8% ¥ L1 = .80

Unique zero 1% * 0 = .00

SOIL SCORE:

TILLABLE SOILS: Cropland Harvested 65% ¥ .15 = 9.75
Wet lands/Water 20% % 0 = .00

Woodlands 15% 0 = .00

TILLABLE SOILS SCORE:

BOQUNDARIES Deed Restricted Farmland (Permanent) R .2 = 1.40

AND BUFFERS: Farmland (Unrestricted) 20% * .06 = 1.20

Streams and Wetlands 71% ¥ .18 = 12.78

Woeodlands 2% * .06 = .12

BOUNDARIES AND BUFFERS SCORE:

CONTIGUOUS Wible Restricted Farm or Current ZEpplication 2

PROPERTIES Bradway Restricted Farm or Current Application 2

/ DENSITY: Massey Restricted Farm or Current ZEpplication 2

Rachkiss Restricted Farm or Curreant Zpplication 2

Smith Regtricted Farm or Current Zpplication 2

DENSITY SCORE:

LOCAL COMMITMENT: 100% * 19 = 19.00

LOCAL COMMITMENT SCORE:

SIZE: SIZE SCORE:
IMMIMENCE OF CHANGE: SADC Impact factor = .91

IMMINENCE OF CHANGE SCORE:

COUNTY RANKING:

EXCEPTIONS: EXCEPTION SCORE:

TOTAL SCORE: 67.97

ADC_FLP score3b.rdf
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	Members Present
	Minutes
	It was moved by Mr. Kumpel and seconded by Ms. Fischetti to approve the Open Session minutes of the SADC regular meeting of June 24, 2021.  Mr. Bullock, Mr. Ellis, Ms. Krause, and Mr. Schilling abstained from the vote.  The motion was approved by the ...
	Report of the Chairman
	Report of the Executive Director
	It was moved by Mr. Schilling and seconded by Mr. Kumpel to elect Mr. Germano as the Vice Chairman of the SADC.  Mr. Norz motioned to close the nominations and Mr. Bullock seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved.
	It was moved by Mr. Kumpel and seconded by Mr. Waltman to approve the July 2021 to July 2022 SADC Meeting dates.  The motion was unanimously approved.
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